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Part One
Separation of Powers
According to Benwell & Gay (2019), separation of power describes a form of power split or sharing of power as various institutions do.  Majorly, it is a prototype used by nations to divide authority among organizations that are the same as practiced in the United Kingdom. As it is indicated by Benwell & Gay (2019), in the UK, there are three major institutions. These include the executive, legislative as well as the judiciary. 
The conventional division, which happens in the executive, judicial, and legislature roles, is reflected on the principle of the constitution for power separation(Benwell & Gay, 2019). Most of the time, the central notion certainly becomes the public duties that should be differentiated alongside being practiced by various personnel or institutions.  Nevertheless, some critics are skeptical about putting much emphasis on separating powers but favoring the act of putting highlights on the need for institutions to work together(Benwell & Gay, 2019).
Roles of the executive, legislature, and judiciary
Within the UK constitution, it is the role of legislatures to handle various legislative roles.  They discharge their roles in the Parliament. Similarly, other organizations perform their roles appropriately according to the constitution. The government performs the functions of the executive(Benwell & Gay, 2019). Those who are in the executive are government ministers, headed by the prime minister.  The prime minister act as the head of state as the country is a monarch. The judiciary function is done by the web of courts arranged within a pecking order having the system of checks and balances via all the appeals system. The courts are headed Supreme Court president. A tribunals system carries out many judicial or quasi-judicial roles about disputes relating to employment issues such as prosperity benefits of the workers, rights of immigration, among others(Benwell & Gay, 2019). Within the form of organizations, the power separation concept needs diverse institutions to perform a single function. For that matter, government ministers and other civil servants working for the government will only be performing executive roles. Besides, it is the only courts that are permitted in doing functions of the judiciary. The doctrine is stipulating that one person should never be exercising many roles within the personnel forms.  
The fundamental doctrine certainly is believed to be essential when it comes to checks and balances as established within the constitution for safeguarding freedom and minimizing the risks of power abuse(Benwell & Gay, 2019). Similarly, it is argued that the allocation of various forms of checks and balances is constructed in safeguarding freedom and reducing the risks of power abuse. It is argued that the allocation of various forms of the institution in the daily running could bring about efficient government operations(Benwell & Gay, 2019). 
Montesquieu and L’espirit de Lois 1748
Baron Montesquieu believed that the power of different institutions should be completely separate; that is, there should be no gray area or overlapping of powers between the institutions(Masterman, 2019). This allows less opportunity for tyranny and promotes liberty. This view by Baron Montesquieu upholds the rule of law, which also prevents abuse of power.
Baron Montesquieu stated that if legislative and executive power is vested within one person, otherwise one body, then in such a situation, there exists to be no liberty. For that matter, judgment power should be distinguished from executive and legislature. It will be arbitrary in support of the judge who would be legislating and implementing all the policies needed in an institution (Masterman, 2019). In such a case scenario, all shall be lost when the same individual exercises all three powers within an institution or country. 
However, this view did not reflect the UK's constitution in the 18th century, and neither does it fit the modern UK constitution. Underlying Montesquieu's description is the theme of liberty, which without the separation of powers, will be replaced by tyranny. Sir William Blackstone redefined the separation of powers to reflect the British constitution and terming it as a 'balance of powers' rather than separation (Masterman, 2019). He concluded that there should be an equal or reasonable separation of power between the three institutions to uphold the unwritten constitution.
Criticisms of Montesquieu's Theory of separation of power
Baron Montesquieu's views regarding the separation of power are considered extremely idealistic, a utopian dream because it is impossible to complete the separation of power in this day and year (Masterman, 2019). On the other hand, Sir Walter Bagehot's in his analysis discussed the British constitution in the 19th century highlighting the key feature of the Cabinet: "A Cabinet is a combining committee – a hyphen which joins, a buckle which fastens, the legislative part of the State to the executive part of the State..." He went on to highlight the "The fusion of the legislature, and the executive functions may … seem but a dry and small matter to be the latent essence and effectual secret of the English constitution"( Masterman,2019). Bagehot's attention to the overlapping functions of the Cabinet and his contrast with presidential systems of government reflects a common argument amongst critics of the doctrine. Such critics have included Sir Ivor Jennings and Geoffrey Marshall. They were skeptical that the three functions of the constitution could be coherently allocated among the different branches of government, especially as they often overlapped with judicial and legislative functions (Polończyk & Leśniak, 2020). 
Reasons for the separation of powers
Separation of powers serves as minor for most societies, in some form or another. It is representing three institutions and the distribution of power within each state or society.  Separation of power forms the template meant for designing a new constitution in a country. When drafting a new constitution, such an exercise would entail separating the executive, judiciary, and legislative functions (Masterman, 2019). The exercise has proven to be the best way to distribute power and introduce checks and balances that assist in preserving liberty. 
Separation of powers assists in liberty preservation. Erren Barendt remarked that separation of powers certainly is never concerned with function allocations per se. The primary intent of separation of powers is to avert tyranny government that could arise to cling to the power (Masterman, 2019). Erren illustrates the fact that the objective of doctrine is liberty preservation. Thus, the separation of powers could be said to uphold the rule of law as well. Lastly, separation of power assists in the efficiency in running of the government. 
Separation of powers between Crown and Parliament
Adam Tomkins picked up that the idea of accountability should be based upon the historical background of the UK(Polończyk & Leśniak, 2020). Tomkins outlines multiple characteristics within the constitution when it comes to backing his reasoning. The process of approving an Act of Parliament includes, at the very end, obtaining royal assent. Thus, an Act is: "the legal moment when the two sovereign authorities of England come together and agree: Parliament, on the one hand, the Crown on the other"( Polończyk & Leśniak, 2020).  The ministers of the Crown who must swear on the pledge of allegiance towards the Crown could be used in exercising substantial royal entitlement authority in place of the Crown. However, their power is limited by their accountability to Parliament, which is exercised because they are also required to be members of Parliament and, therefore, respond to questioning in debates. According to Tomkins, the courts are part of, or dependent upon, the Crown and are not independent. He stated that the judiciary derives its constitutional authority from that of the Crown. He recognizes various mechanisms which are used to protect the independence of the judiciary in the UK. Nonetheless, he highlights strong formal and symbolic ties between the judicial system and the Crown (Polończyk & Leśniak, 2020).
Judicial approach to the separation of powers
Despite the uncertainties and ambiguities that have been recognized so far concerning power separation, it is easier for one to notice how extremely deep-seated the beliefs within this are often established with the statements of the judiciary. It is to consider practical constitutional arrangements in the British constitution. In Duport Steels Ltd v Sirs (1980), Lord Diplock stated: "… it cannot be too strongly emphasized that the British Constitution, though largely unwritten, is firmly based on the separation of powers; Parliament makes the laws, the judiciary interprets them"( Polończyk & Leśniak, 2020).
Interactions between judiciary and government 
 One of the best ways of judging the true significance of the separation of powers in the UK constitution is by looking at interactions between the different elements in practice. It can be seen that MPs and peers are not eligible to serve as full-time members of the judiciary and vice versa. However, they can hold part-time judicial appointments and also able to act as lay magistrates(Benwell & Gay, 2019). Moreover, until 2009, senior judges were entitled to sit and vote during the House of Lord's legislative work. However, the introduction of the Constitutional Reforms Act 2005 has abolished its judicial function. The parliamentary privilege under Article 9 of the Bill of Rights 1689 makes it clear that debates and freedom of speech cannot be impeached and questioned. However, there was an exception to this rule set out in the case of Pepper (Inspector of Taxes) v Hart (1993), under which it was established that evidence might be used in court from Hansard's record (Benwell & Gay, 2019).
Evaluation of the separation of powers
The ability of the courts to offer legal checks contrary to government branches with no political influence is essential(Webley & Samuels, 2015). Such judicial independence provides protections to the rights of the minority in addition to checks against power abuses by political divisions of the government. Thus, judicial independence, which comes as a result of power separation, is a requisite part of democracy development (Randazzo, Gibler & Reid, 2016). It safeguards democracy against the reversals which could happen in autocratic ways. Judicial independence could be serving as a form of insurance in favor of ruling regimes that are anticipating the turnovers. Within such frameworks, courts often guarantee protection in support of the risk leaders who are fearing political punishments subsequent to their leadership turnover (Stevens, 1999).  
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Part Two
Does the chief constable have any powers to control or prohibit the intended march?
In the UK, the liberty to peaceful protest is certainly the cornerstone of the liberal economy within all societies.  The right is safeguarded under the human rights of European conventions. Moreover, the right is never absolute, and restrictions could be enforced to maintain public order. Like the amendment, the public order act of 1986 forms the major legislation piece that gives police the authority to restrict the protests. However, UK still has several pieces of legislation that have provisions related to protests (Brown, 2020).
To begin with, there are human rights legislations. Each person has the right of freedom for expression as well as assembly. This right is a fundamental feature of the liberal society, which is regarded as democratic. The human right make sure that all persons are at liberty to protest peacefully. All these rights are enshrined in articles 10 and 11 of the European Convention of Human Rights (ECHR). Article 10 of ECHR talks about the freedom of expression. In this case, it stipulates that "individuals have the freedom to hold opinions and to receive and impart information and ideas without interference by public authority ad regardless of frontiers." Article 11 offers "freedom of peaceful assembly and freedom of association with others." 
The United Kingdom is the signatory to ECHR, thus is obliged to make sure that the rights of ECHR are safeguarded. The UK citizens are in the position of taking cases to the European Court of Human rights in case their rights of conventions have been breached (Brown, 2020). This can be done when all the prospective remedies have been exhausted domestically. 
The human rights act of 1998 provided domestic effects towards ECHR. It shows that people are bringing their claim concerning infringement of Convention rights before the UK courts.  The act requires UK courts to take into account all judgments of European courts of human rights. The claims concerning convention rights should be taken into consideration by the courts. However, the UK courts are never bound following the judgments of the European Courts of human rights. 
The freedom of expression rights and the liberty of assembly are guaranteed within articles 10 and 11 (Polończyk & Leśniak, 2020). All these are qualified rights in place of being absolute rights. It indicates that interfering with such rights could be justified when the main aim of doing so has been appropriately justified. It is appropriate for the citizen to pursue the legitimate of the march or protest. Interfering with these protests should be proportionate to the aim. In various cases, the legitimate ground used for restricting such rights ate public safety or issues related to national security, crime prevention, and safeguarding the rights of other citizens. The power of police in restricting or banning the protests thus ought to be exercised in a manner equivalent to one of the outlined aims (Polończyk & Leśniak, 2020). This would then be compatible with the laws of ECHR. The laws should incorporate positive duties of protecting those who are exercising their right to peaceful protest. 
In the public order act of 1986, part II offers the police the power to manage protests. This act is categorizing two forms of protests. For example, there exist public assembly and public procession. 
For the public procession, the protest march is meant to illustrate opposition otherwise support of certain views. It is meant to publicize the campaign otherwise commemorate a particular event. In various cases, the procession is customarily or commonly held within particular areas which are never included in the definition (Polończyk & Leśniak, 2020).  
Then for the public assembly describes the gathering of two otherwise several persons taking place wholly or partly in the open air. In most cases, the gatherings take place outside. Static protest is used in referring to the public assembly just as described within the public order act of 1986 (Polończyk & Leśniak, 2020). The powers of police officers in the UK are related to protest marches as well as static protests. However, there are full powers towards police protest marches. In the same act of police order of 1986, there are three powers which the act provides the police. These powers incorporate: 
i. Requiring all the persons who want to protest against serving the police with notifications on when they plan to protest. 
ii. The act permits the police to request the prohibition of the protest march, suppose it is likely to exist dire public concern concerning the protest. The police possess more limited authorities in requesting particular forms of static protests to be outlawed. 
iii. The act permits police to impose protest conditions that they suspect shall lead to property damage and serious disruption, otherwise inciting unlawful conduct amongst those protesting(Brown, 2020).  
The public order act of 1986 in section requires those arranging for the protest march to notify the police before being involved in the act. In the notification, it is required from the organizers to specify the date, time as well as furnish the police with the names of those who would be in the protest. The notification should be given six days the occurrence of such marching unless such protests are never reasonably practicable. Again, there is no requirement needed for the police notification when carrying out the static protest. It is a big offense for the people to participate in the protest without giving the police notification. Again, it is similarly an offense for the organizers to change the route, time, and date of the march, which had already been provided to the police in the notifications. Those who are convicted of these offenses are heavily fined (Brown, 2020). The government provides some pieces of advice concerning giving notifications to the police on their websites. 
Overall, the police have the power of requesting pertinent local authority to ban a protest march that had been planned. This can be done when there serious concerns regarding their capability of maintaining safety on the proposed march. In return, the local authorities will have to seek authority from Home Secretary before banning any march. Thus, the police constables can only ban an intended march only if such protest will lead to serious public disorder. However, the local authority must approve the pronouncement, and when the marching is supposed to take place in London, it is the Home Secretary to make such approval. When the ban comes into force, then it shows that all protests which were to be held for a certain duration are banned. This police power is infrequently used.  
The legality of PC Hemp's actions
The public order act of 1986, section 12, provides police officers with the power to impose procession requirements. The processions are believed to be averting serious public disorder, serious criminal damages, and severe disruption of the people's lives in the community (Polończyk & Leśniak, 2020). PC Hemps could have imposed such conditions believing that the purpose of those organizing such marches is likely to harm the public in one way or the other. This would likely force the organizers to act in the right ways of doing things otherwise, when not controlled, to harm many people during their protest. Suppose PC Hemp has more belief in the cases mentioned above, then he had legal rights to impose a ban on those taking part in such processions (Polończyk & Leśniak 2020). This is because he was reasonably averting chaos which might have been experienced at times of the marching. The ban should incorporate requirements as to various routes which are likely to be undertaken otherwise prohibited at times of the march. From the law, the conditions as outlined be stated or imposed as they are by the police constable after assessing the condition. The action of PC Hemps is legal as long as the constable had assessed the situation and realized that they might appear to be appropriate measures of preventing serious disorders in the life of communities and intimidations (Polończyk & Leśniak 2020). Overall, this is a fair broader remit than that is likely to provide the police with powers in restricting protests (Polończyk & Leśniak 2020). This should be done on the basis in which communities are never disrupted through various protests organized in different places (Kwan, 2020).
The law provides police constables with the legality of moving with force when appropriate to comply with the needed conditions.  This same public order act of 1986 provides the conditions that would lead to the action taken by the PC Hemp when contravened. For instance, when the organizers fail to comply in the demonstration and fail to comply with the set conditions of section 12 and 14 of the public order act, it would be an offense. It could lead to the arrest as done by the police constable (Polończyk & Leśniak 2020). Again, it is similarly an offense for the protesters to incite other people into committing a crime during the march. Thus, PC Hemp was in his legal rights for the undertaken actions. All the actions undertaken by PC Hemp are justified by the law and are legal ways of dealing with the protests as required by the police officers.
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